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FIGURE 1. EXISTENCE
Abstract
In this paper we explore the patterns of the division of inter-vivos financial transfers from parents to adult children in a sample of 12 European countries. We exploit two waves of the Survey of Health, Aging, and Retirement in Europe (SHARE) for 50+. Contrary to previous studies, we find a higher frequency of parents dividing equally their transfers. We argue that altruistic parents are also concerned with norms of equal division, and hence don't fully offset child income differences. The parents start to give larger transfers to poorer children if the child income inequality becomes unbearable from the parent's view. We find econometric evidence suggesting this behaviour under different specifications and strategies.
Furthermore, contextual variables like the gini coefficient and pension expenditures help to explain country differences with respect to the division of inter-vivos transfers. The lower frequency of equal division found in studies with American data may respond to the higher inequality and relatively lower pension expenditures in US.
JEL classification: D19, D64, J18.
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Introduction
Considerable research has been devoted to study the motives of financial transfers from parents to adult children as this enables to asses the effects of intergenerational redistributive policies. For example, imagine that a redistributive policy takes one dollar from the young and gives it to the old. From the seminal works of Becker (1974) , Barro (1974) and Tomes (1981) we learnt that altruistic parents will offset the reduction in child income by making financial transfers to their children. In contrast, the so-called exchange approach (e.g. Bernheim et al, 1985; Cox, 1987) consider that there are strategic motives to transfer, meaning that parents give financial transfers to instil some services (help, visits, etc.) from children. As a result, parents don't necessarily compensate a reduction in child income, and therefore the redistributive policy can still be effective.
It is important to distinguish the types of transfers involved because they have different implications and the literature has treated them differently. The transfers can be inter-vivos or bequests. In the empirical literature, mostly based on American data, it is generally accepted that inter-vivos transfers are given unequally to children while bequests are mainly equally shared. The works by Wilhelm (1996 ), McGarry (1999 and Norton and Van Houtven (2006) find that about 69-77%, 82% and 95% of parents intend to give equal inheritances, respectively. By contrast, equal inter-vivos transfers occur only in about 6.4% to 9.2% households (McGarry and Schoeni, 1995; McGarry, 1999; Hochguertel and Ohlsson, 2009 The aim of this paper is to study the patterns of the division of parental inter-vivos financial transfers in Europe. We do not study the equal division of bequests as this has been extensively studied in previous studies and there are not remarkable differences between Europe and US. We intend to contribute to the literature of transfers by exploring and explaining the equal distribution of inter-vivos transfers in Europe. This paper differs from the existing empirical literature in several respects. We exploit a new dataset with rich and harmonized information on parental transfers for a sample of 12 European countries. This complements the study of McGarry (1999) who also studied -though this was not her primary goal-the equal division of inter-vivos transfers with American data. We argue that parents may be regarded as equality-minded, meaning that they want to give equal transfers to all their children. We do not study the generation and strength of this social norm of equal division; instead, we consider a setting where altruistic parents are concerned with this norm at different degrees. Our setting shows the tension between being altruistic towards children (and hence dividing unequally) and following the norm of equal division. As the differences in the incomes of siblings enlarge, the compliance with the norm of equal division weakens, so that parents will prefer to make unequal transfers to their children. Our econometric results based on logit equations support this feature and are robust under different specifications and also when we account for unobserved heterogeneity. An interesting characteristic of SHARE is that the respondents indicate the motives to make inter-vivos transfers. These motives can be related to altruism (e.g. meet basic needs), intended to help with large expenditures (e.g. a wedding, purchase a house) or with not specific reasons.
Under altruistic motives only 24% of parents make equal transfers, but this figure rises to 54% under no specific reasons. This brings support to the idea of the existence of an equal division norm and that altruism rivals with this norm. Furthermore, contextual variables like the gini coefficient and pension expenditures help to explain country differences with respect to the division of transfers.
The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we present a theoretical discussion and our model setting. In section 3 we present our data, the empirical specification and discuss the results. In section 4 we suggest some possible explanations for the differences found between US and Europe with respect to the division of inter-vivos transfers. Finally, section 5 concludes.
Theoretical discussion
The equal division norm
There is an important amount of literature studying the motives to make transfers, but not many of them investigate the division of inter-vivos transfers 1 . In this paper we argue that parents may be regarded as equality-minded, so that they want to give equal inter-vivos transfers to all their children. Despite the facts that the distribution of financial gifts is hidden to the children and that children have different incomes, the parents want to follow the social norm of equal division. However, if differences in child income grow, the altruistic parent may be less willing to provide equal financial gifts, so that she may start to compensate poorer children with larger transfers. The roots of this reasoning are in the model of Bernheim and Severinov (2003) , in which a norm of equal division can prevail even in presence of child income inequality, provided that the degree of this inequality is not too large. This approach considers a setting of altruistic parents where the inter-vivos transfers are treated as private information while bequests are public and signal parental affection. We generalize that the degree of child income inequality weakens the equal division norm. Similarly, Halvorsen and Thoresen (2011) argue that parents want to divide their inter-vivos transfers equally because they are adverse to inequality of transfers, which rivals with their altruism. These authors exploit a Norwegian dataset of inter-vivos transfers to find econometric results suggesting such parental dilemma. Lundholm and Ohlsson (2000) also assume the private/public information dimension of the transfers but they consider that parents care about a post mortem reputation. This reputation is damaged if parents depart from a social norm that stipulates equal sharing among siblings. The existence of this equal division norm is only assumed in Lundholm and Ohlsson (2000) but the model of Bernheim and Severinov (2003) explains its existence and strength. This model leads to equilibria where equal division of bequests and unequal distribution of financial gifts are feasible. In terms of Laitner (1997) , a social norm of equal sharing of transfers may enhance efficiency by cutting rent seeking behaviour from siblings who compete for larger parental resources and help preserve peace in the family. For Wilhelm (1996) , parents distribute equally their estates because they would suffer of psychic costs (jealousy and family conflict) if they deviate from equal division. Similarly, Cremer and Pestieau (1996) cite sociological theory to argue that the unaccomplished equal division of estates may lead to dispute among children, which parents fear the most, much more than not achieving an equal distribution of income. Moreover, in behavioural economic experiments, equal division is a norm that commonly emerges (see Camerer and Fehr, 2004; Fehr and Schmidt, 2002) from the interaction among individuals. In a model of social image, Andreoni and Bernheim (2009) argue in favour of a 50-50 norm for a variety of environments (including dictator games that can be extended to parental decisions about division of transfers) when individuals are fair-minded and people like to be perceived as fair.
The study by McGarry (1999) contains a brief section to study empirically the equality of inter--vivos transfers in US, although such results are not derived from the theoretical model presented. So, there are not sufficient explanations why parents divide their inter--vivos transfers equally. She finds that child income differences affect negatively the probability to make equal transfers. We build on those results the following theoretical framework.
A model of equal division of transfers
In a simple model of altruism, a parent cares about her own consumption and her children's consumption, so that she decides about the size and the distribution of an amount T of transfers between her two children. To do so, the parent maximizes a utility function to find the shares 1-p and p of transfers T to allocate to child 1 and child 2, respectively:
and
The utility function is composed by the parental consumption and the consumption of each child valued through the parameter of parental altruism β. y p and y i are the parental and child incomes respectively. The F.O.C. for p and T are
respectively. The optimal values are =
. An equal division minded parent will use p=0.5, and reach the following level of indirect utility:
If a parent intends to give unequal transfers, she will get an indirect utility value larger than that of the case of equal transfers, given that the unequal transfers maximize equation 1.
However, a parent is also concerned with the norm of equal division of transfers as this is considered a way to be fair with children 2 . We can think that parents want to provide equal opportunities to children by giving equal inter-vivos transfers, no matter what is the relative income of the children. If the importance of the equal division norm is measured through a parameter ϵ 0,1 , the parents might follow a decision rule such that they will divide equally only if this action involves more utility given their taste for the equal division norm:
If the norm of equal division does not matter (γ =0) the parent will choose unequal sharing of transfers.
The parent will give equal transfers only if equation 5 holds, which will happen for a high enough γ. A latent variable approach may help to clarify the parental dilemmas about the division of transfers and bring us readily to the empirical strategy. We define a latent variable * such that the parent gives equal transfers if * ≥ 0, otherwise transfers are unequal.
The negative or positive value of the latent variable depends on parameter and variable values. For example, from equation 6 it is clear that parents with a concern of equal division ≥ 1 − ! ! , will divide their transfers equally; otherwise, they will divide unequally. This means that a higher concern with the equal division norm will increase the probability of giving equal transfers. The key implication of this setting is that the latent variable diminishes when the child income inequality increases. Given that ! ≥ ! , an increase of child 1´s income is equivalent to a raise in the child income inequality. Finding a clear cut expression for * ! < 0 is possible but tedious. Nonetheless, we can highlight the effects of different values of variables and parameters on * by simulation. The top panel of figure 1 shows the possibility of the equal division outcome and the effects of the child income inequality (measured as ! / ! ) and γ. The darker area denotes all the points where equal division is chosen (i.e. * ≥ 0) given the corresponding values of ! / ! and γ (it is assumed β = 0.99; ! = 10; ! = 2). As is observed, child income inequality reduces the occurrence of equal sharing, while the concern with equal division increases this.
The other two panels of figure 1 show the effect of parental income on the occurrence of equal division.
This effect is positive because the loss of parental utility due to the equal division is relatively less important for a wealthier parent.
In sum, the parent faces a trade-off. On the one hand, she wants to maximize her utility by giving unequal transfers, but on the other hand she is concerned to be fair by dividing the transfers equally. The next section presents the empirical analysis. 
Data and results
The data
We use the two waves of the survey SHARE (released 2.3.1) which has representative and comparable Our sample is composed by respondents with at least two children and provided that at least one of them received a parental financial transfer during the 12 months previous to the interview 5 .
McGarry
(1999) argues that zero transfers to all children do not mean a desire to treat all of them equally. Like other studies, we drop respondents living with their children in the same household or aged less than 18 years.
According to McGarry (1999) , transfers to non-adult children might be due to legal obligations, and it is difficult to quantify the value of shared food and housing for co-resident children. Respondents with missing values for financial transfers, and without demographic information for children were also dropped. In SHARE, some demographic information for children (e.g. education, marital status) is registered up to four children, and the amount of the financial transfer is recorded up to the third person that receives/gives it. Therefore, we only consider respondents who have at most three children (around 90% of respondents fulfilling the previous selections have up to three children). After all these selections, the sample contains 1,524 and 1,887 respondents in wave 1 and 2. The pooled sample consists of 3,411 observations but it represents 2,983 respondents as some of them (=214) have answers in both waves. In the pooled sample, 37.9% of parents give equal transfers.
Similarly to other datasets based on middle age interviewees, in SHARE there is no direct information for children's income. However, we impute this variable by introducing some available child demographics into the earnings equation estimated with another dataset. This equation is estimated for each country and by gender with information from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-3 See Börsch-Supan et al (2005, 2008) and Börsch-Supan and Jürges (2005) for detailed information on the dataset and methodology. 4 Although transfers below 250 are not captured, this amount represents a small enough percentage of parental income in Europe, so that the majority and more relevant of transfers are recorded in the survey. This is standard practise in other similar surveys like the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) and the Asset and Health Dynamics Study (AHEAD), which report transfers above US$500. 5 We do not include Ireland as this country has not yet generated key variables such as the respondent's household incomes, for example. Observations from Switzerland are also dropped because there are no data available to impute labour income for respondents' children.
SILC) of year 2006 6 (see estimates in the appendix). Our use of this cross section intends to capture mainly current income of children, which is more reactive with parental transfers (McGarry, 1999) . Other authors also impute earnings to solve the lack of information either for children or for parents. For example, Cox (1987) and Cox and Jakubson (1995) assume that children and parents live near each other, so that they use the average income of the metropolitan areas where children live to approximate the parental income.
McGarry (1999) uses the mid points of child income intervals -answered by the parents-to impute child income, which are assumed to represent current income. Cox and Rank (1992) use earnings functions estimated with the same dataset that contains child information to impute parental income at the standardized age of 45. Although it would be desirable to correct the earnings equations for sample selection, there is not enough demographic information in SHARE for respondents' children. However, as suggested by Harmon et al (2003) in their analysis on the returns to education in European countries, some sample bias could in general exist but this appears not to be large.
We focus our attention on monetary transfers from parents to non co-resident adult children 6 The EU-SILC contains comparable cross-sectional and longitudinal multidimensional micro-data on income, poverty, social exclusion and living conditions in Europe. We construct the log of hourly labour income by using the gross yearly wage of employees in full-time jobs (aged 18-65). Due to availability, in Greece and Italy we use the monthly wage. This variable is regressed against variables measured in SHARE: age and its square, marital status and education level. 7 Parents can also receive transfers from children, but this is minimal. According to Albertini et al (2007) , only 3% of parents from the first wave of SHARE receive transfers from children, which contrast with the 21% of parents who give transfers to children. . So, !"# / !"# represents a measure of income inequality between children of the same family and this is the variable of our main interest.
Empirical strategy
We use the pooled sample to run a logit model of the probability of giving equal transfers, with the respondent as the unity of analysis. In terms of the latent variable !" * , the model can be expressed as:
The dependent variable takes value 1 if the parents give equal transfers to all their children, and zero otherwise. A parent decides to divide equally or unequally her inter-vivos transfers by taking into account the differences among her children. !" contains these variables and the parental demographics. As mentioned in the theoretical discussion, we expect a negative relation between the probability of giving equal transfers and the degree of income inequality among children. The last term of equation 7 is the composite error !" = ! + !" , which is formed by the unobserved effect ! and the idiosyncratic error !" .
Although the use of the differences among child variables may be interpreted as accounting for familychild unobserved effects that are common to all children, there is still unobserved heterogeneity within the family. For this reason, and in order to profit from the longitudinal nature of SHARE, we will account for unobserved heterogeneity within the family with a random effects model. Performing a fixed effects model may be useful as well, but the sample is severely reduced to only 236 observations. Even though, a
Hausman test gives support to the choice of a random effects model. Moreover, this model allows us to show the marginal effects and find the contribution of all explanatory variables (both time constant and time-varying variables). Table 3 shows the results for the probability of making equal transfers. The first three columns show the results of a pooled logit model with different specifications and the last one contains the results when random effects are considered. Concerning the parental characteristics, we observe that the number of children reduces the probability to give equal transfers. This is also found by Hochguertel and Ohlsson (2009) who use the Health and Retirement Study dataset (HRS). It is more difficult to maintain the equal division of transfers when there are more children who can differ more noticeably with respect to their needs and incomes. There are no significant effects of the household income but belonging to the lowest quintiles of the household net wealth distribution diminishes the probability of equal division. The dilemma between giving equal transfers and behaving more altruistically (dividing unequally) is less important for a wealthier parent as she can tolerate better the loss of utility associated with the equal division. Although education is a proxy of permanent income, we find that years of education affect negatively the probability of equal division. However, note that given that income, wealth and age are included in the regressions, the permanent income attribute of parental education is less important.
Main results
If the computation of child labour income were not possible, we should look at proxies of income like age and education, which however are more related to permanent income (first column). These variables are presented in the form of differences among siblings and affect negatively the probability of equal division. So, a larger difference of incomes among children makes more difficult the decision to give equal transfers, which is in line with our predictions. Column 2 shows clearly our main prediction with the child income: the larger the inequality of income among children, the lower the probability of giving equal intervivos transfers. For instance, if the child income ratio doubles (departing from equality !"# / !"# = 1), the probability to give equal transfers declines by 5%. The variables contact with parents and distance from parental home are proxies for child services 9 . In the exchange approach, the parents "buy" services from children by paying accordingly with a transfer, so that children will end up receiving different amounts of transfers. The variables measuring differences in contact with parents and distance from parental home are negative and significant in all regressions. This means that at the moment to decide between equal and unequal transfers, parents care to some extent for differences in services provided by children, which gives support to exchange motives. Like in the case of the child income inequality, parents will give unequal transfers if the inequality in the provision of child services becomes too large. In the case of distance from parental home, it is expected that a child living closer to her parent can offer more services, and that the parent values positively the proximity of her child. Although we don't know the exact motive of the child to live close to her parent, the fact that matters for the decision of dividing equally the transfers is the difference in distance among siblings.
In SHARE, the respondents are also asked about the motive of the financial transfer. A first group of these motives (meet basic needs, and help to face a shock like unemployment, sudden illness and divorce)
are related to altruistic and insurance reasons. The second group of motives are associated to large amounts of money and include the help with the purchase of a house, a large household expenditure, a major event like a wedding and education expenses. Importantly, this group of transfers are difficult to keep unnoticed by the siblings. A third group of motives stated by the respondents is that they had not specific reasons to transfer. We call these groups motive 1, motive 2 and motive 3. The model of the third column of table 3 adds dummy variables for each group of motives, which take value 1 when at least one child received a transfer due to the corresponding motive. The marginal effect of the inequality of income is still significant but decreases from 5.2% to 4.3%. Note that the two first groups of motives reduce the probability to make equal transfers. In the case of motive 1, we observe the tension between being altruist and dividing the transfers equally. In the case of the motives associated with large expenditures (motive 2) the equal division is less likely because the parent is unable to donate the same high amount of money to all her children. Contrary to the previous effects, the probability of giving equal transfers increases when there are no specific reasons to transfer. This case is close to a situation of a "pure" financial gift with no attached strings. In such a case, the equal division norm prevails. Moreover, Furthermore, the effect of the difference in the number of grandchildren is negative and significant. If one child has a bigger family, then that child has more expenses to cope with, so that she could receive larger transfers from the respondent.
And this will reduce the willingness of the parents to give equal transfers.
The model in the last column of table 3 controls for unobserved heterogeneity with random effects. A
Hausman test between fixed and random effects (p-value = 0.95) does not allow us to reject the null hypothesis of no correlation between the unobserved effect and the covariates, so that we can use a random effects specification. There are not many differences between this model and the pooled logit. Our main variable of interest -child income inequality-still affects negatively the probability of equal transfers and significantly (p-value = 0.076), although the marginal effect becomes slightly larger (5.7%). Regressions include dummies for countries and wave. Robust clustered (by country) standard errors are next to coefficients. *** indicates significance at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 10%.
Additional checks
We truncate our sample to respondents with up to 3 children because the survey only registers up to three persons receiving financial transfers. But, it could be the case of respondents with four or more children giving transfers only to three or less children. A regression considering all respondents with no limit on the maximum number of children does not change the results considerably. Our variable of interest -income inequality-remains significant and negative. The marginal effect becomes -5.17% (t = -2.88) and -6.63% (t = -2.46) in the logit and random effect logit models, respectively. Furthermore, if we include a dummy indicating that the respondent has both female and male children, the marginal effect of the ratio of child incomes is still significant but its level declines to 3.62%. The reason is that the sex of the children are correlated with the measured of labour income computed for each child. Regressions include dummies for countries and wave. Robust clustered (by country) standard errors are next to coefficients. *** indicates significance at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 10%.
We also break the sample by the three groups of motives mentioned before and run logit regressions for the equality of transfers in each of these subsamples. The results are reported in table 4. The differences in child income are only significant and negative in the case of parents indicating motives related to larger amounts of money and that are hardly keep unnoticed by the siblings. This result reflects the fact that even in the scenario of larger transfers, the parent cares at some extent about the inequality of child income. The coefficient of child income differences for the parents who mention altruistic related motives is also negative but insignificant (p-value=0.143). The child income differences are not relevant to decide the equality of the transfers in the case of parents who had not specific reasons to make transfers. In all the subsamples by motives, the coefficient for the differences in contact with parents is negative and significant, which means that parents care to some degree about differences in services provided by children. Note that the lowest coefficient of this variable is in the third subsample. A possible explanation is that the transfer given without specific reasons is a gift without attached strings and therefore les responsive to differences in services supplied by the children. Similarly, the coefficient for the differences in the distance to parental home is always negative but only significant for motive 2 and 3. The coefficient is not significant in motive 1, but has p-value=0.124. Interestingly, the respondents indicating no specific reasons (motive 3) show the largest frequency of equal transfers (54.2% in table 5), even though their transfer amounts are higher than those of the parents with more altruistic oriented motives (motive 1). This brings support to the idea of the existence of a norm of equal division. The respondents under motive 1 show the lowest frequency of equal division because more altruistic parents are more likely to make unequal transfers in order maximize their utility.
Furthermore, we observe that parents who transfer without specific reasons are in better conditions to make equal transfers because they face less child income inequality. But, once this inequality increases and some altruistic motivations appear, they will be less prone to give equal transfers. Furthermore, the parents grouped in motive 3 observe less differences among their children with respect to the contact provided and the distance of their homes. All these factors ease the decision to make equal transfers.
Finally, a complementary way to analyse the equal division of transfers is to inspect how far the parents are willing to depart from the equal division norm. For this purpose, we create a new dependent variable that measures the degree to which the parents deviate from the equal division norm. For each respondent, we divide the largest transfer given to one of the children over the sum of all transfers and subtract the proportion of the transfers that each child should receive under the norm of equal division. For a family j with ! children, the expression of the dependent variable is !,!"# !" − 1 ! . This variable is positive when the division of transfers is unequal and zero when it is equal. Larger values will indicate that the departure from the equal division norm is more intense. As this variable contains a focal point at the value of zero (for equal transfers), it is appropriate to use a corner solution model. Table 6 shows the results of a Tobit model when we regress the intensity of unequal division against the same set of variables considered in the previous regressions. The results are comparable to those of table 3. Child income inequality affects positively the intensity of unequal division, which is in line with the negative logit estimate for the probability of equal division. As before, two of the proxies for child services contact and distance from parental home are significant. Their coefficients are positive which also accords with the results of the logit regressions. Regressions include dummies for countries and wave. Robust clustered (by country) standard errors are next to coefficients. *** indicates significance at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 10%.
Comparison with previous findings
Approximately 35% of parents make equal transfers in Europe, although the cross-country variation can be large, ranging from 7.7% in Ireland to 45.6% in Sweden. This figures come from a sample composed by parents with at least two children, older than 18 and not co-residing, and conditional on the existence of at least one transfer. The most similar results -in terms of sample construction-with US data are computed by McGarry (1999) , who use the first wave of the HRS and the Asset and Health Dynamics Study (AHEAD). She finds that 6.5% and 24.6% of parents from the HRS and AHEAD surveys make equal transfers, respectively. Those figures are not comparable because the HRS wave is restricted to persons between 51 and 61 years old, while the AHEAD is for 70+. Roughly, the percentage could be about 12.9% if we weight both percentages by the number of observations of both datasets with information on equal transfers. Hochguertel and Ohlsson (2009) Republic and US are the countries more into the right side spectrum of the political scale, but they differ a great deal in the division of transfers. Furthermore, we compute the attitudes to economic inequality with the WVS, but again, we don't observe any evident relation between this variable and the equality of transfers. For instance, US, Sweden, Greece and Poland show the most favourable attitude to economic inequality as incentives but their patters of equal division are very different. Note: The score for altruism is computed from the question "tell me how much each person is or is not like you: It's very important to her/him to help the people around her/him. She/he wants to care for their well-being". The recoded scale goes from 6 (very much like me) to 1 (not like me at all). So, a higher score means more altruism. For Europe and US, the ESS (wave 2004) and the WVS (wave 2006) are used respectively. The political scale indicates the political self-position from 1 (left) to 10 (right). The inequality attitude score is computed from a question where the respondent must express his agreement, in a scale from 1 to 10, with the statement: incomes should be made more equal (1) vs. we need larger income differences as incentives (10). Both the political scale and the inequality attitude come from the WVS (waves 1999-2007 In the theoretical framework we observe that richer parents may be more prone to give equal transfers. Therefore, siblings living in a country less unequal will also show lower income differences. This pattern suggests that parents will be more likely to divide equally when the child income differences are lower.
Furthermore, the degree of redistribution in the country -measured as the ratio between the gini of market incomes over the gini of net incomes-is positively related to the equality of transfers (second panel of figure 3 ). This means that the efforts of the governments to redistribute incomes reduce the need of parents to make compensatory transfers to their children. The altruism and political scale variables are not significant to explain country differences in the division of transfers, but once non-linearities are included, the altruism becomes significant (second column of table   8 ). This in line with the theoretical framework as it is not possible to establish a linear effect of the altruism parameter on the probability of making equal transfers
≶ 0 . Importantly, the child income differences, the gini and the pension variables remain significant and with the expected signs in any specification. Regressions include variables of parental characteristics and wave dummy. Robust clustered (by country) standard errors are next to coefficients. *** indicates significance at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 10%.
It is important to note that the available data don't allow us to establish if American parents are less aware of the norm of equal division than European parents. It could be a combination of awareness of this norm and income inequality which explains the differences among countries. In any case this norm is easier to fulfil when child incomes don't differ too much.
Conclusion
Approximately 35% of European parents from the dataset SHARE make equal transfers, although the cross-country variation can be large. In previous studies, mostly based on American data, the share of equal division of inter-vivos transfers is lower, about 9.2% depending of the study. In this paper we argue that altruistic parents are also concerned with a norm of equal division. Thus, parents do not fully offset child income inequality as the altruistic model of transfers predicts. Parents start to give larger transfers to poorer children if the child income inequality becomes unbearable. To sustain this idea, we find econometric evidence about the negative effect of child income inequality on the probability of giving equal transfers under different specifications. Furthermore, we show that contextual variables like the gini coefficient and the pension expenditures help to explain country differences with respect to the division of transfers. In this regard, the lower frequency of equal division of inter-vivos transfers found in studies with American data may respond to the higher inequality and relatively lower pension expenditures in US. Information on the GINI project
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